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U NI 8D STATES DISTRICT ORT 
Por The D4etriet of columbia Circuit 


Noe 17,571 
Jasper Ce [Peseley, Appeiiont 


¥e 


vobert Ve. Vurray, chief, et ul , : 


foseel Fron The United S1stes Pintrict cow t 
olucbia 


Nowember 19, 1962, the ‘Inited states District court 
allowed the appellant to file 5 complaint without prepay 
ment of COstae On Novenber £6, 1062, the vow't denied 
appellants request for appointment of Gounseid pursuant to 
rule "a" of 28 740 1O15. Appollanut souyht eave to appeal 
tho fudgmant of Gove nar 20, 1962 and was pranted lanve 


te appesl without propaynent or couhs, 
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The appellant aowht to iltigake his cc laint without 


d 
f 
: 
{ 
i 
i 


JIGVIVAV AdOD 1S39 


prepeyment of coats because he ig an indigent and without 
funds or yocurliticg anc wished compensation for the property 
dllesally teken from him by the appellees. 


On or about August 7, 1L&61, the appolles Grove cone 


fisvate? the appellunta autonohile slong with the ligt of 
personal {toms ligioé herenfuer withent just o&use snit aid 

not turn said property ove the Li police property office 
atenfins opareting, procadurs vould have Lt. “he rppollee 
Grove wes driving the appollonta automodile when the cnupele 
lant last asw nis aytomoriic ant the property therein, on 
August 4, 1961, tne ceppellant went to the police property 
offices to secure his property en? wag inforaod tht no pre a 
perty way liatod for him except for the n tone jJle and it ae 


wag -to-be-hel¢ for the <isposttion of ona Set. sgt.oreve— =. 


of the Metropolitan Police ocpertmont, check on’? fraud 


aquad. 
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I 
| The items confisbated by the appellee Grove is a» follows; 
} 
Joully euede coat in truck of esr in box Value §110,00 
Jentzen Swim Suit * n 5295 
Sun Shades (glasses) on seat (front) of cor " #,00 
Flash Camera in glove covparteent w/filrmNey;,. prints, all 
in Kodacolor Value 26,83 
Floor ats on floor of our = back & front " 17.00 
Throw Pillows, 2 in rear seat, 2 in front ” 15.80 
(aitting on one) 


The property clerk advised the appellunt tht no property had been 
registered in any office of tha police department far him. The appellant 
went to greatlength to secure his property to no awil, thereby the instant 
compliint is a result, of the illegal confiscation, 


RULYS AND STATUTES INVOLV"SD 


ieotion 1915 (d), Title 28 , United states Codes 


(d) The court may request an attorney to 
represent any such person unable to employ counsel 
and way diemiss th case Lf the allesation of poverty 
de untrue, or if satisfied that the action ts 
f¥Fivolous or malicious." 


Amendaent Vp Us. Se Constitution - in part. 
"Nor be deprived of life, liberty, ox oroperty, without 
ropert be 


due process of lawy nor shall private property taken 
for public use,without just compensation.” 


Section 1983, Title 42. ysc, Civdl Action for Deprivation of vightss 
Every person who, under color of any statue, ordance, re~ 

gulation, custom, or usage, of any state or territory, subjects, 

or causes to be subjected, any citisen of the United States or 

other person within the jurisdiction thereof the derrivation of 

any rights, privileges or imunities secures: by the Constitution 


and law, shall be liablu to the party injured in an action at law, 
suit in equity, or other prope: proceedin, for redress. 


Surmary of Argument 
In this instant and particulur case, as in & number of others, 
both clvil and criminal, the Unitec States bystrict Court pas wise 
applied 6 etdon 1915, Title 24, rule “d", in that the word “Ay" used 
in section "rile d" of 1915 1s not anbixuous as aisconstriued by tie 
idetriet Court in its usage, according to law. See fulwood v. Cleser, 
No. 160563 Ellie v. United Statea, 356 Us. 674; Soppedge v. United States,’ 


Min, No. Anderson y. Alabama, Hid} _v. Ynited Stites, 356 U/3 70hy 
Dare Ve Burford, 339 U.S. 200, 2034 Cash Ve United 3 $aves, 357 U.502193 
Lurk ve United States, Sup. Ct. ise. No. 440, Oct. Term 19603 Smith v, 
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ARGUMENT 


I. Bule ndv of Seotion 1915 has been mis construed by the word MAY" 


The appellant contends thi: the word "NAY" has been applied to 


an ambiguous meaning by the District Court in thet said Court desires the 
word to leave to the discretion of the Honorable court the appointaent 
of counsel for an Sndivent person. An indirent person having no formal 
training in the leamed law profession 1a without due process of law and 
ie left to drown in the ocean without even a ceraw to hold on to, The 
word "Say in the sensed of lew means ye, thus accoiding to the 
authoritetive, em well known dictionaries states: In Law, (4n statutes) 


LUST. Ia it possible for the law to grant an indigent redress to atr 


hig grieviences without protection of Ini The lawn of these United 


Strtas were established to pmtect the innocent as well sa th guilty 
and to see that each an! every one hava protection by risht of a counsel 


to represent him whether rich or poor. Therefore, tlw section, 1915 


has been set aside to protect the imiigent in his ceuse of action ant 
the protectorate laws of the land has baun abused when the indigent can 


not get protection he seeks$ for the wrong inflicted upon him by ths 
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law, and gspecdally in thation of the appellints constitutional and 
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Oivil rian, 


IT. Tm Court would allow un indigent to secure his own attorney 
through aid associations. 


Contained in the instant memorandwa by the Honorable Jud ge 
Waksh denying appointrant of counsel to appellant, the Court gave 


several] reasons fa denying thy appoint of counsels namely tmt the 
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|| Add Agency or the Bar Association Oboes Tht appellant has contsctec 


appellant could scoure en attomey from several sources of the Legal 


| aovers] acsoclations aiding {ndigents to find thet, only criminal cases 
| where infringmenty upon ¢ivil end constdtutional right w were handlad, 
l} 
The appellant aleo tried to ascu'e atfornays on 2 contingent fee basis 


but to no avail, ven Lf appellant could have obtuined an attorney 


from some souree other than the court would the court have giwen the 

appelant dw process of lew, the Honorable ecurt has without a doubt 

“|| misused ite discretion and bypassed the law us set forth by congress in 
ite full meaning by denying an indigent appointment of oounsel when the 


law requires that af persons must be represented by counsel in # court 
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of Yaw? 1t de indeed inconceivable that tris Honorable Court would go 
counter to the constitution of feiboay United Szateo by denying the 
poor the same chance of equality as the rich. Does it do the indigert 
justice by allowing him to file am denying him an attorney to prosecute 
his ease when the indigent no absolutely nothing about the law? The 
appellant has not access to the full essence of law books eto., the 
tutored profession of law requires ami nifout knowledge to proceed 
without competent aid of an attorneys t' is ie why the appelbnt sough 
legal 44d fn his cause of action. It is in evidence that the District 
Court has denied due process of law to the appellant and tie appellant 
geeks relief fram this Honorable court to yrant him the relief he 
seeke, 
QONC LUST ON 
Wherefore, it fe respectfully eubsittsd that this Honorable Court 


grant the relief sought herein. 
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STATEMENT OF QUESTION PRESENTED 


In the opinion of the appellees, the question is: 

Did not the court below correctly rule that an indigent plaintiff 
in a civil action for damages, for the alleged wrongful conversion of 
personal property, has no absolute right to have counsel appointed to 


prosecute his claim? 


INDE X 
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Counter-Statement of the Case .. 

Statutes Involved 

Summary of the Argument 


Argument: 


De Maris v. United States, et al., 


187 F. Supp. 273 (S.D. Ind. 1960) ............s000: 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 
For The District Of Columbia Circuit 


JASPER C. PRESSLEY, 
Alias "Harold T. Jones", 


Appellant, 
Vv. 
ROBERT V. MURRAY, etal., 


Appellees. 


Appeal From The United States District Court For 
The District Of Columbia 


BRIEF FOR APPELLEES 


COUNTER-STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
On November 19, 1962, the appellant was es to file 
without prepayment of fees and costs a complaint, against the Chiet 
and two officers of the Metropolitan Police Deparcnient| for damages 


for the alleged wrongful conversion of his automobile and certain 
| 
| 
| 


items of personal property allegedly contained therein (App. 1-5). 1 


The appellant's request for appointment of counsel was denied the 
following day. 

The appellees, referring the court to five other similar 
lawsuits filed by the appellant, moved the district court to dismiss 
the complaint for want of jurisdiction. The court's attention was 
directed particularly to civil action numbered 1398-'62, in which the 
appellant sought identical relief against these same appellees 
(App. 6-11). The complaint in that case was dismissed (App. 12-13) 
pursuant to an order of this Court in Miscellaneous No. 1959 which 
provided, in pertinent part, as follows: 


ORDERED by the court that the petition for 
leave to prosecute an appeal without prepay- 
ment of costs be, and it is hereby, granted 
and the case is hereby remanded to the Dis- 
trict Court with directions to vacate its order 
of dismissal entered June 18, 1962, and to 
dismiss for lack of jurisdiction. (App. 11-12.) 


1 The appellant has failed to file a joint appendix as required 
by Rule 16 of the Rules of this Court. Therefore, as a convenience 
to the Court, the appellees have attached hereto as an appendix a 
copy of the complaint in this case, a copy of the complaint in civil 
action numbered 1398-'62, a copy of the order of this Court directing 
that the complaint in civil action numbered 1398-'62 be dismissed, 
and a copy of the order of the district court dismissing the complaint 
in civil action numbered 1398-'62. 


On December 18, 1962, without acting on appellees’ pending 
motion to dismiss the complaint in this case, the district court 
entered its memorandum supporting the denial on November 20, 1962, 
of the appellant's request for appointment of counsel, and granted 
the appellant leave to appeal from such decision without prepayment 


of fees and costs. 


STATUTES INVOLVED | 


United States Code, Title 28, Section 1915 (a) and (d): 


§ 1915. Proceedings in forma pauperis 


(a) Any court of the United States may | 
authorize the commencement, prosecution or 
defense of any suit, action or proceeding, 
civil or criminal, or appeal therein, without 
prepayment of fees and costs or security _ 
therefor, by a person who makes affidavit | 
that he is unable to pay such costs or give | 
security therefor. Such affidavit shall state 
the nature of the action, defense or appeal | 
and affiant's belief that he is entitled to 
redress. 


An appeal may not be taken in forma 
pauperis if the trial court certifies in writ-) 
ing that it is not taken in good faith. 


* * * * * 


(d) The court may request an attorney to 
represent any such person unable to employ 
counsel and may dismiss the case if the 


allegation of poverty is untrue, or if satisfied 
that ‘the action is frivolous or malicious. 


SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 


The law does not require a court to appoint counsel for an 
indigent plaintiff in a civil action for damages. This is particularly 
true where, as here, an examination of the court records reveals 


that the complaint is entirely without merit. 


ARGUMENT 
The court below properly refused to appoint 
counsel to assist appellant in prosecuting 
his civil action for ages. 
The Congress has provided by United States Code, Title 28 

§ 1915 (d), that whenever a person has been permitted by a court to 
prosecute or defend a lawsuit, civil or criminal, without prepayment 
of fees and costs "[t]he court may request an attorney to represent 
any such person unable to employ counsel and may dismiss the case 
if the allegation of poverty is untrue, or if satisifed that the action is 
frivolous or malicious." [Emphasis supplied. ] 


The appellant reads the above quoted statute as a mandate to 


the court to appoint counsel for a party in any case in which he has 


been granted leave by the court to proceed without prepayment of 
costs. Such an interpretation is, however, contrary to the plain 
terms of the statute, and was expressly rejected by the court in the 
case of Miller v. Pleasure, 296 F. 2d 283 (2d Cir. 1961), cert. den. 
370 U. S. 964. In that case, which was a civil action against the 
superintendent of a mental institution for damages arising out of an 
alleged false imprisonment, the district court also permitted the 
plaintiff to proceed without prepayment of fees and costs, but 
declined to appoint counsel to assist in prosecuting the claim. The 
court of appeals, after noting that similar complaints for damages 
arising out of the same incident had been dismissed, affirmed the 


action of the district court in refusing to appoint counsel for the 


plaintiff, stating: 


* * * The provision for assignment of 
counsel, 28 U. S. C. § 1915 (d), clearly |. 
leaves the power discretionary with the judge-- 
at least in a civil case--and even provides for 
dismissal if he is satisfied that the action is 
frivolous or malicious. * * * Here we can 
see no abuse of discretion by the judge. | 
The chances of any measure of success for | 
the plaintiff's claims are so highly dubious | 
that a judge cannot properly ask a member | 
of the bar to assume this thankless burden. , 
*** (pp. 284-285. ) 


In the case of Reid v. Charney, etal., 235 F. 2d 47 


(6th Cir. 1956), which was a suit by an inmate of a prison for 
damages under the Civil Rights Act, the court placed a much 
stricter interpretation on United States Code, Title 18 § 1915 (d), 
saying: 
‘In contrast to a criminal proceeding, in 

which the court has a duty to "assign" counsel 

to represent a defendant in accordance with 

his Constitutional right * * * the court ina 

civil case has the statutory power only to 

"request an attorney to represent" a person 

unable to employ counsel. * * * 

See also De Maris v. United States, et al., 187 F. Supp. 273 
(S. D. Ind. 1960). 

In view of the clear wording of the statute, and the rationale 
of the above-cited cases, the appellant received from the lower court 
all the consideration to which he was entitled. Infact, as is apparent 
from a comparison of this complaint with the complaint in civil 
action numbered 1398-'62 which was ordered dismissed by this Court, 


the appellant received much more than that to which he was entitled-- 


his complaint should have been dismissed. 


CONCLUSION | 
It is respectfully submitted that this appeal is without any 


merit whatsoever, and should be dismissed as frivolous. 


CHESTER H. GRAY, | 
Corporation Counsel, |D. C. 


| 

MILTON D. KORMAN, 

Principal Assistant — 
Corporation Counsel, D. C. 


HUBERT B. PAIR, 
Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D. C. 


JOHN R. HESS, 
Assistant Corporation 
Counsel, D.C. 
| 
Attorneys for Appellees, 
District Building, | 
Washington 4, D. C. 
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Complaint and Demand for Forty-five Hundred ($4500. 00) 
Dollars in Property Damages: Accompanied by an 
Affidavit of Poverty and Request for Leave to 
Proceed in Forma Pauperis Pursuant to US Code, 
Title 28, Sec. 1915, and Request for Counsel, 
Pursuant to Rule (d) of Same, 

Civil Action No. 3611-'62, filed Nov. 19, 1962 


Complaint and Demand for Fifty Thousand ($50, 000) 
Dollars in Damages: Accompanied by an 
Affidavit of Poverty and Request for Leave to 
Proceed in Forma Pauperis, Pursuant to United 
States Code, Title 28, Section 1915, and Request 
for Counsel, Pursuant to Rule (d) of Same, 

Civil Action No. 1398-'62, filed May 1, 1962 
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Misc. No. 1959, filed Sept. 14, 1962 
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Civil Action No. 1398-'62, filed Oct. 2, 1962 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


JASPER C. PRESSLEY [Leave to file w/o prepayment of 
Alias - Harold T. Jones costs granted /s/ Leonard Walsh] 


| 
| 
Vs. Civil Action No. 3611-62 


Petitioner 


ROBERT MURRAY, Chief 

WALTER E. GROVE, Sgt [Filed Nov. 19, 1962] 

H. L. MATTHEWS, Det. 
Metro. Police Dept. for 
D. C. (Latter two of the 
check and fraud sqd. ) 

| 

Defendants 


COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR FORTY-FIVE HUNDRED 
4500.00) DOLLARS IN PROPERTY DAMAGES: | 
ACCOMPANIED BY AN AFFIDAVIT OF POVERTY AND 
REQUEST FOR LEAVE TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS 
PURSUANT TO US CODE, TITLE 28, SEC. 1915, AND 
REQUEST FOR COUNSEL, PURSUANT TO 


RULE (d) OF SAME 
COMPLAINT 
Petitioner (Vide ut Supra) : 
Box 25 | 
| 


Lorton Reformatory 
Lorton, Virginia 


Do hereby file in the above Honorable Court a “complaint and 
Demand for Forty-five hundred dollars ($4500.00) in property dam - 
ages suffered at the hands of defendants through their iNegal 
confistication [sic] and having suffered gross deprivation of personal 


propetty [sic], federally graranteed [sic] rights, privileges, 
| 


humiliation and violation of his civil and constitutional rights at the 
hands of the defendants et al. 

The court has jurisdiction under the civil rights act, USC 42, 
Sec. 1983, and Title 28, Sec. 832-836, - 1915, USC. Fed. Rules of 
Civil Procedure . 

Petitioner avers that the defendants deprived him of his rights 
under color of law which is a violation of Title 18, Sec. 242 USC, 
and did conspire to deprive him of his property by confistication [sic] 
illegally, and that such is a violation of Title 18, Sec. 241 USC. 

Wherefore the defendants did simultaneously violate petitioner's 
civil and constitutional rights, artivle [sic] V because he was deprived 


of his property without due process of law, when one Sgt. Grove did 


confisticate [sic] his automobile and property there in on August 3, 


1961 without just cause, to wit: 


1961 Chevrolet, Convertible, Value Approx. $4,000.00 
Impala, 8 cyl. 
Scully suede coat 110. 00 
Jantzen Swim suit 5.95 
Sun Shades (Glasses 8.00 
Flash Camera w/film and 
negative prints 26.83 
Floor mats 17.00 
Throw pillows, 4 (ea) 3.95 


The above listed items were in the automobile confisticated[sic] 
and all personsonal [sic] papers were refused plaintiff upon request- 


ing same. 


-3- 


Attorney Wallace McGregor, 1015 N. C. Ave., S. E. in- 
quited [sic] of the Police Department, Municopal [sic] Center 
concerning the items listed above and was informed that no record of 
the items were registered in any office of the Police Department. 
Upon which Mr. McGregor requested an investigation be ade to 


| 
determine possible cheft [sic] or misconduct. 


The defendants did violate the 4th amendment of the Constitu- 
tion by illegal search and seizure of the automobile and items listed. 

Petitioner avers that defendants through equivocation and 
deviation and knowledge of petitioners unacquaintedness of its 
procedural there, did use cross references, and did conspire and 
contrice and prevented petitioner from lawful access; sinbe the 
articles and automobile was not used against him and were his 
rightful property and had every right to recover or receive such upon 
demand. : 

Petitioner avers that because of defendants willful deere 
of propriety in denying him access to his property, he lost the right 


to turn his automobile over to relatives and his property, due to the 
confistication [sic] by said police detectives. Said Police Detective 


Sgt Grove did drive without the petitioners permission said automobile 


and petitioner did not see his automobile or goods thereafter August 


3, 1961. 


If petitioner had been given his property upon demand there- 


after on August 4, 1961 he would not have suffered the loss of his 


automobile and/or property if same had not been disposed of by said 


officer driving petitioners automobile. 

Petitioner avers that he was and has been subjected to mental 
and physical vexation, anguish and pain at the hands of the defendants 
whose power and authority was greatly exerted to deprive petitioner 
of his rightful and lawfully constituted belongings. 

Petitioner avers that because of the above accusations and 
vertible proof thereof he is entitled to relief for damages incurred 
in the lost and illegal confistication [sic] of his property and harm 
done to his body and at the hands of the defendants, while trying to 
pursue a natural and lawful course in pursuance of that which was his 
property. 

Petitioner avers that: 

Because of the violation of his civil and constitutional rights 
by the defendant, he seeks the sum of $4500. 00 dollars to be paid 
him by the defendants for his property which was illegally confistic- 
ated [sic] without just cause or due process of law. 

Such sum to be paid as an act of reimbursement for his losses 


in properties is the property is not forthcoming from the defendants. 


The constitution states in part: | 
| 

No person shall be deprived of life, liberty 

or property without due process of law, and | 
further nor shall provate [sic] property be | 
taken for public use without just compensation. 


Wherefore petitioner prays and will ever pray the indulgence 


of the Honorable Court. 


* 


JASPER C. PRESSLEY 
Alias [Filed May 1, 1962] 
HAROLD T. JONES 


Petitioner 
Vs. Civil Action No. 1398-62 


ROBERT MURRAY, Chief 

H. L. MATTHEWS, Det. 

SGT. GROVES, Det., et al. 
Metropolitan Police 
Department for the 
District of Columbia 

(Latter two (2) of the Check 
and Fraud Squad) 


Defendant(s) 
COMPLAINT 


COMPLAINT AND DEMAND FOR FIFTY THOUSAND 
($50,000) DOLLARS IN DAMAGES: ACCOMPANIED 
BY AN AFFIDAVIT OF POVERTY AND REQUEST FOR 
LEAVE 'TO PROCEED IN FORMA PAUPERIS, PURSUANT 
TO UNITED STATES CODE, TITLE 28, SECTION 1915, 
AND REQUEST FOR COUNSEL, PURSUANT TO 
RULE (d) OF SAME 


Petitioner (Vide ut supra) 
Box 25 

Lorton Reformatory 
Lorton, Virginia 


Do hereby file in the above Honorable Court a "Complaint" 


and "Demand for Fifty Thousand ($50,000) dollars in damages for 


having suffered gross deprivation of personal property, federally 


guaranteed rights, privileges, humiliation and violation of his Civil 


-7- 


and Constitutional Rights at the hands of the defendant(s) et al, and 


gives notice herein that within the time described in Rule 12 of US 
Code, Title 28, ''Rules of Civil Procedure", the defendants will 
appear and defend against petitioner's complaint herein stated where- 
| 
fore defendant's failure to appear and defend will result in a 
| 
"judgment by default" rendered against same for the relief hereto- 
fore demanded in this complaint. 
II 1 
JURISDICTION | 
| 
The Honorable Court has jurisdiction under Civil Rights Act, 
USC 42, Section 1983, and Title 28 Section 832-836-1915, US Code, 
Se a a See rag ron ee aera 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. | 
| 
STATEMENT OF GROUNDS AND COMPLAINT (Rule 8 (a), (1): 
1. Petitioner avers that the defendant(s) de- 
prived him of his rights under color of law 
and that such is a violation of Title 18, 
Section 242, United States Code. 
Petitioner avers that the defendant(s) did | 
conspire to deprive him of his property, and . 
and [sic] valuables taken from his automobile 
at the time of consfistication [sic], and that | 
such is a violation of Title 18, Section 241, | 
United States Code. | 
Wherefore the defendant(s) did simultaneously violate petitioner's 


Civil and Constitutional Rights, Article V, because he was deprived 


of his property "without due process of law", when one Sgt. Groves 
of the Check and Fraud Squad, Metropolitan Police Department, did 
have the below listed articles in his possession when last seen by 
petitioner on August 3, 1961. Said Sgt. Groves did drive petitioner(s) 
automobile to Police Headquarters on said date with articles in the 
car. Said articles being visible on front seat, glove compartment 
and trunk of automobile. On August 4, 1961, the petitioner was 
categorically denied, through prevarication, maliciousness and ill- 
intent, petitioners claim upon the articles taken from his automobile 
and allegedly stored at the defendant(s) property office. 

1 Scully Suede Coat - Value - $110.00 

1 Camera w/flash wy 18.95 

1 Set, Floor Mats, Auto My 17.00 

1 pair Sun Shades (Glasses) Ss 8.00 

4 Throw Pillows My 3.95 Ea. 
1 Jantz Swim Suit 5.95 


24 Prints, Koda-color w/neg. 6.95 
2 Rolls, Koda-color Film 1.29 ea. 


1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 


Petitioner also avers that defendant(s) through equivocation 
and deviation and knowledge of petitioner(s) unacquaintedness of its 
(the defendants) property office procedures etc., did contrive and 
prevent petitioner from lawfully access, since the aboved named 
articles as such was not used as evidence against him and petitioner 


had every right to recover or receive such upon demand. 


Petitioner avers that he was and has been subjected to mental 
and physical vexation, anguish and pain at the hands of the defendant(s) 
whose power and authority was greatly exerted to Bepaive petitioner 
of his rightful and lawfully constituted belongings and that such was 
done under color of law. | 

| 


Petitioner avers that there was active conspiracy perpetrated 


against him by said persons, that they did use artful subtefuge [sic] 
———— 


andambiguousness in misleading the petitioner about his property and 


systematically doing him out of it. | 
Petitioner avers that because of the above accusations and 
vertible proof thereof he is entitled to relief for damages incurred in 
the illegal confistication [sic] of his property and harm done to his 
mind and body at the hands of the defendant(s) while trying to pursue 
a natural and lawful course in pursuance of that which one his property. 
Wherefore: | 
Il ! 
RELIEF 
DEMAND FOR JUDGMENT FOR RELIEF: (Title 28, Fed. Rules of 
Civil Proc. |Sec. III- 
Rule 8) 


Petitioner avers that: 


1. Because of: The violation of his CIVIL and CONSTITU- 


TIONAL RIGHTS (USC, Title 28, Sec 242 and 241 and Article V, 


US Constitutional amendment) by the defendants; harm done to him 
maliciously and ill-contrived which has cost him an accessive [sic] 
amount of money and untold amount of time and energy; mental and 
physical damage, he seeks the sum of Fifty Thousand ($50, 000) 
dollars to be paid him by defendants. 

2. Such sum to be paid as an act of reimbursement for his 
losses in properties and retribution for the infliction of mental and 
physical pain at the hands of the defendant(s). 

3. The time of such payment should not exceed sixty (60) 
days after the judgment and that payment be made in full. 

CONCLUSION 

Petitioner avers that he views the above-stated offenses 
against him as totally void of ethics and legal decorum in his view 
of the clear and concise principles envisioned by the founding fathers 
who reas [sic] into the Constitution the rights of citizens to be secure 
in their possessions of property when it stated: (in part) No person 
shall: 

"be deprived of life, liberty, or property 
without due process of law", and further 


‘nor shall private property be taken for 
‘public use without just compensation”. 
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Therefore, petitioner, while not condemning the defendants 
for its principle of function, condemns it for the deplorable act 


against him perpetrated with no regards for the individual rights of 


| 
petitioner nor regard for the fact of him being a citizen, \wherefore 


the petitioner prays and will ever pray the indulgence of the Honorable 


Court. 


Misc. No. 1959 September Term, 1962 


Jasper C. Pressley, District Court Civil Action No. 
Alias Harold T. Jones, 1398-62 — 


Petitioner, | 
v. [Filed Sep 14, 1962] 
Robert V. Murray, Chief, et al., | 
Metropolitan Police Department for 
District of Columbia, 


Respondents. 


Before: Fahy, Bastian and Wright, 
Circuit Judges, in Chambers. | 


ORDER 


On consideration of petitioner's petition for leave to prosecute 
an appeal without prepayment of costs, and of petitioner's motion for 
| 
appointment of counsel, and it appearing that no answer thereto has 


been filed, it is 


ORDERED by the court that the petition for leave to prosecute 


an appeal without prepayment of costs be, and it is hereby, granted 


and the case is hereby remanded to the District Court with directions 
to vacate its order of dismissal entered June 18, 1962, and to dismiss 
for lack of jurisdiction. 

Per Curiam. 
Dated: Sep 14 1962 


Circuit Judge Bastian would deny the petition. 


* 


JASPER C. PRESSLEY, 
Alias Harold T. Jones 


v. C.A. 1398-62 
ROBERT V. MURRAY, Chief, et al., 
Metropolitan Police Department 

for the District of Columbia 


[Filed Oct. 2, 1962] 


Ne a a a 


ORDER 
Pursuant to an Order of the United States Court of Appeals 
for the District of Columbia, dated September 14, 1962, it is, by the 
Court, this 2nd day of October, 1962, 
ORDERED, That the Order of Dismissal entered by this 


Court herein on June 18, 1962, be and the same is hereby vacated, 


and it is further 


ORDERED, 


jurisdiction. 
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hes/mailed, postage norpaid tuis date to the Attornies fer the 


Apelless, corporation 


ine My Be Teo 


